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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This document is a preliminary analysis of CAPS good practices, which were mapped and identified
using the methodological approach described in Passani and others [1] and summarized for the
benefit of the readers. The focus is on the CAPS good practices and not on the best practices: this
distinction is relevant since the CAPS projects are still running and therefore, it is not possible to
identify best practices yet since they are usually defined once they have been implemented
successfully in different contexts and on different scales. Therefore, the attention is on good
practices defined as processes undertaken by the CAPS projects that have proved to be successful in
a specific context and that could be used in other settings.
For analysing processes, the ChiC team adapted the well-known spiral model developed by Murray,
Caulier-Grice and Mulgan [2], that visualizes the six steps of social innovation. Specifically, more
attention has been dedicated to the user/citizens’ engagement practices, prototyping and piloting and
to interdisciplinary practices since all these aspects are essential to the CAPS ecosystem.
CAPS projects (excluding the 2 Support Actions: ChiC and DSI4EU) involve in total 171 partners
from 25 countries, including non-EU countries, such as: Kenya, Kosovo, Turkey and Israel. At the
European level, United Kingdom, Spain, Italy and Germany are the most represented countries in the
CAPS community.
Generally, CAPS socio-technical outputs address different categories of users at the same time;
however, the majority of tools are meant for citizens. The second most recurring targets are public
administrators and decision makers and researchers, and on the other hand universities and research
centres. All the projects are run by partners who have established the consortium through preexisting network contacts, often through previous EU projects. In other cases, the core project idea
has been developed by a nucleus of a few organisations already familiar with each other and then
enlarged by contacting new partners. Nevertheless, the CAPS programme was able to attract at least
17 organisations new to EU projects and funding including civic society organisations, NGOs,
associations and grassroots initiatives.
At the time of writing, CAPS projects are developing more than 70 pilots in different European cities
engaging local communities; some projects have developed more pilots than planned at the proposal
stage as more cities and or communities have asked to get involved. This is a very positive sign of
the CAPS projects to answer to issues perceived as relevant by different stakeholders. Overall, CAPS
projects released 18 technological outputs so far: they are now described in a dedicated section of the
CAPSSI portal (http://capssi.eu/caps-tool/) and in the deliverable D3.2. The present analysis
investigates also the expected impact of CAPS projects: almost all the projects analysed produce
social impacts of different kinds; political impact is also very relevant for many projects, while
economic and environmental impacts are relevant only for specific projects.
Overall about 40 good practices have been mapped and described in this document: all the identified
stages of DSI development are covered with the exception of “Systemic change” which would need
more data and would require a follow-up to CAPS the projects’ development in the next months.
“Prompt and proposal” is the first phase and the following typologies of good practices have been
identified:
•
•
•
•

start working on the project’s proposal well in advance in order to submit excellent contents;
build on previous successful collaborations exploiting results of previous projects/researches
to build up new project ideas;
be active in networking opportunities creating brand new partnerships;
reply to citizens’ needs with concrete and fully custumized solutions.

For the second phase, “Prototyping and piloting” is what a large majority of the projects use to codesign and/or utilise an agile approach and several projects have developed ad hoc methodologies for
adapting these approaches to their specific communities of reference. In the CAPS ecosystems, this
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second phase is connected to the “user engagement” phase for which CAPS projects have developed
different strategies for assuring user/citizens’ participation to their activities: in many cases
representatives of local communities, already working on the selected issues, are part of the
consortium or have been working before with the projects’ partners. In other cases, the CAPS
projects find innovative ways of communicating with the local communities’ representatives,
keeping them motivated and interacting with them (including, but not limited to, incentives and
gamification practices). Another important aspect covered by the CAPS engagement practices is
fairness, i.e. the capability to assure the participation of marginalised people or people at risk of
social exclusion.
Considering the future of CAPS projects, different approaches to sustainability have been identified
and can be summarized as follows:
•
•
•
•

One or more organisations in the consortium interested in further developing the project
outputs after the end of the project or to use them systematically;
One or more organisation in the consortium able to guarantee the maintenance of the outputs
without the need of funds;
Build a community of users and/or Open Source Software developers sufficiently big,
competent and cohesive to carry on the project autonomously for free (or almost for free)
after the end of the project;
Attract interest from new users and/or up-takers interested in buying or paying for a
customisation or further development of the project output during the project life-time.

Another important dimension, clearly related to the project sustainability is the capability of the
project to grow. In this respect, there are projects working to replicate their activities in other
contexts and with public or private funds; others are working towards an institutional uptake of
project outputs by local government, international agencies and standardization bodies and others are
including project outputs in their service offer as a way of enlarging their already-existing economic
activities.
The last and third phase is “Research and interdisciplinarity” which CAPS as a programme
represents a good practice that should be seen as a positive example by other ICT-related
programmes. The CAPS projects are not only interdisciplinary considering the scientific partners
coming from different disciplines (as stated in the Proposal Call), but they also bridge research and
civic society by having in the consortia various associations, NGOs, grassroots organisations,
activists, etc.
As mentioned previously, this analysis is preliminary and it will be updated in the coming months. In
Spring 2018, a new wave of data gathering will be performed and in May 2018, a new version of this
deliverable will be made available to readers.

Page 4 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

TABLE OF CONTENTS
V0.7

2

18/01/2018 ............................................................................................................................................... 2
Final Review ............................................................................................................................................ 2
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................... 3
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...................................................................................................................... 5
LIST OF FIGURES ............................................................................................................................... 6
ABBREVIATIONS ................................................................................................................................ 7
1

INTRODUCTION.......................................................................................................................... 8

2

METHODOLOGY FOR THE IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF CAPS GOOD
PRACTICES: OVERVIEW AND MAIN ELEMENTS OF THE ANALYSIS........................ 9

3

GOOD PRACTICES IDENTIFICATION: A QUALITATIVE OVERVIEW OF THE
RESULTS ..................................................................................................................................... 12

4

CAPS GOOD PRACTICES ........................................................................................................ 17

4.1

Prompt and proposal .............................................................................................................. 17

4.2

Prototyping and piloting ......................................................................................................... 19

4.3

User engagement .................................................................................................................... 21

4.4

Sustainability .......................................................................................................................... 24

4.5

Scaling up and diffusion......................................................................................................... 27

4.6

Systemic change and behavioural change .............................................................................. 28

4.7

Research and Interdisciplinarity ............................................................................................. 29

5

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION ON GOOD PRACTICES AND THE RESEARCH
NEXT STEPS ............................................................................................................................... 31

REFERENCES .................................................................................................................................... 32
ANNEX 1 – CHIC QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GOOD PROACTICES IDENTIFICATION AND
ANALYSIS AND FOR CAPS OUTPUTS MAPPING..................................................................... 33

Page 5 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1 The process of social innovation adapted to the CAPS projects (Source: ChiC
elaboration of [2]). ...........................................................................................................10
Figure 2 Indicators used for the analysis of CAPS good practices (Source: ChiC) ..................10
Figure 3 Countries of origin of organisations participating in the CAPS projects running at
the time of the analysis ....................................................................................................12
Figure 4 CAPS’ users’ categories ..................................................................................................13
Figure 5 How CAPS consortia were built .....................................................................................13
Figure 6 TRL of CAPS outputs (partial data) ..............................................................................14
Figure 7 CAPS project expected impacts – macro areas.............................................................14
Figure 8 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on social sub-dimensions .......................................15
Figure 9 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on economic sub-dimensions .................................15
Figure 10 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on political sub-dimensions ...................................15
Figure 11 When CAPs projects consider the sustainability issue .................................................16
Figure 12 Making Sense team working with the people of the Sant Antoni neighbourhood
(Barcelona) for measuring air pollution and noise .......................................................20
Figure 13 EMPATIA project partners teaching how to use the kiosks for voting......................20
Figure 14 SavingFood cooking for farmers for promoting gleaning activities and their
platform ............................................................................................................................23
Figure 15 A group picture of the EmpoderaLive 2017 event ........................................................26
Figure 16 Stars4 All broadcasting astronomic events ...................................................................29

Page 6 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

ABBREVIATIONS
CAPS

Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social innovation

CAPSSI

CAPS community

DSI

Digital Social Innovation

CN

Community Network

Page 7 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

1

INTRODUCTION

This deliverable describes the CAPS good practices through a dedicated data collection activity. This
is the first version of the analysis that will be updated again in M24 when all the CAPS projects will
be in a more advanced development stage. It is important to mention, that the data used for this
deliverable reflect the status of the projects from July through September 2017, when all the projects
were still running. However, most of the CAPS projects were only in an early or intermediate stage
of development.
The document is structured as follows:
•

Chapter 2 presents a summary of the methodology for the definition of CAPS good practices
(it is presented in full details in D3.1 [1]).

•

Chapter 3 describes the data collected so far at an aggregated level.

•

Chapter 4 is dedicated to the description of the good practices according to the selected
dimensions of investigation.

•

Finally, Chapter 5 delivers some conclusions and describes the next steps that will be
followed to deliver an updated and final report about good practices.
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2

METHODOLOGY FOR THE IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF CAPS GOOD
PRACTICES: OVERVIEW AND MAIN ELEMENTS OF THE ANALYSIS

The current chapter provides a description of the methodology used for the investigation of the good
practices of the CAPS projects. Referring to the D3.1 [1], this chapter describes the main steps of the
methodological framework and its theoretical approach. The main variables and indicators are
presented here allowing the reader to easily understand the process followed from the data gathering
until the analysis of data.
First of all it is important to point out that the analysis will not identify best practices since it is not
quite possible to do within the young CAPS community. The analysis will focus, instead, on good
practices, i.e. processes undertaken by CAPS projects that proved to be successful in a specific
context and that could be utilised in other settings. The well-known spiral model that visualizes the
six steps of social innovation (see Figure 1 below) developed by Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan
[2] was used as point of reference and adapted to the CAPS domain. For each step a list of subprocesses and related guiding questions have been identified, and they comprise:
•

Prompt and proposal. How did the project idea emerge? How was the proposal prepared? How
was the consortium built? What are the pre-exiting collaborative links within the consortia? How
new are the project partners to the EU projects?

•

Processes of prototyping. Are the users engaged? How? Which methodology does the project
use for developing prototypes? If they are using co-design and co-development processes how
do we define them and how are they put into practice? How do they gather the feedbacks elicited
by users?

•

Users engagement processes. How are users motivated to participate in project activities? How
is the interaction between the project and the users carried out?

•

Sustainability. Which process does the project perform in order to become financially
sustainable? Is this goal achieved or achievable within the project life-time? Is social and
environmental sustainability considered? Achieved? Are there partners with specific
competences in this field?

•

Process of scaling up. In which way do the projects succeed in being ready for scaling up? How
and how many stakeholders for scaling up have been contacted, engaged, etc.? What is the
project’s potential for replication? Is it adaptable to other domain and territorial contexts?

•

Process of systemic change. Even if a systemic change cannot be expected within a 2 to 3 years
project, nevertheless it is interesting to observe to which extent and how the projects are able to
foster opinion and behavioural changes and how they consider potential systemic changes
derived by the projects’ activities.

The main differences with the original “spiral model” are the following:
a) Sub-questions for each of the stages have been adapted to the EU projects domain and
specifically the CAPS community;
b) Prompt and proposal – originally two separated steps - have been merged as they coincide
with the EU projects’ proposal preparation phase;
c) Besides “prototyping”, the word “piloting” has been added since for most of CAPS projects
they represent two difference kind of activities, of equal importance;
d) The “users’ engagement” has been added as it represents a crucial phase for all CAPS
projects for which several interesting approaches have been developed;
e) The “scaling” phase has been renamed “scaling and diffusion” in order to underline the
existence of different models of growth beside the growth in scale;
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f) “Research and interdisciplinarity” has been added not as a phase but as one of the elements
characterizing the CAPS ecosystems: some of the projects developed interesting processes
for fostering a better interdisciplinary understanding and a more fruitful collaboration among
experts of different fields and with citizens.

Figure 1 The process of social innovation adapted to the CAPS projects (Source: ChiC elaboration of [2]).

For each process mentioned above, a set of indicators and variables have been identified: they are
listed in the Figure below. The original methodology included also efficiency, effectiveness and
fairness as additional elements of analysis but with the data gathered so far it is not possible to assess
these dimensions and will not be included in the current version of the analysis. All the indicators
have been operationalized in variables and used for building an ad hoc questionnaire (see Annex 1).
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Figure 2 Indicators used for the analysis of CAPS good practices (Source: ChiC)
18

The data gathering process was long and made use of different data sources as described in the
following paragraphs.
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•

Analyse the projects’ websites and public deliverables

The first operation conducted was to analyse the projects’ websites and public deliverables in order
to pre-fill in the questionnaires, and send them already partially completed to the projects’
coordinators, reducing their effort. CORDIS portal was also used as a reference for some basic
information about the projects (budget, partners’ typologies, countries of origin and similar). Other
materials available online such as projects’ factsheets, PPT presentation, posters, scientific paper,
and similar were also analysed. This part of the data gathering followed the principles of web
ethnography. Then the team used events where different CAPS projects presented their ideas,
processes and improvements (mainly, but not exclusively, the first DSI Fair and the Second CAPS
Community Workshop) as important data gathering opportunities (PPTs were collected and notes
where taken).
•

Interview with each project

Due to the fact that the above gathered information was partial and needed to be enlarged and
checked by the projects’ coordinators, the ChiC team scheduled an interview with every single
project. These interviews were basically conducted in two ways: some were held at the Second
CAPS Community Workshop held in Volos in July 2017, and the rest were conducted during the
previous and following weeks/months via Skype. Each interview lasted between one and two hours.
All these interviews were recorded with the authorization of the interviewed persons, and then
transcribed. Based on allowed time, they were re-sent to the projects coordinators for final check and
their eventual changes and/or integrations.
•

Questionnaires completed

Only a few questionnaires were directly completed by the projects’ coordinators without a phone or
physical interview. Out of 23 CAPS projects running at the time of the data gathering (excluding the
two Support Actions ChiC and DSI4EU), the team succeeded in gathering direct information from
22 of them; for the remaining projects it was not possible to schedule an interview or to have the
questionnaire competed autonomously. It has to be mentioned that, for different reasons, the 22
questionnaires were not completed in all sections: some sections were more time consuming for the
projects’ coordinators to fill in, the questionnaire came at a busy period, some sections were not
relevant at the development stage in which some of the project found themselves and some data were
not available at the time of the data gathering but will be available in the next coming months.
Therefore, we have more information about some projects than others.
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3

GOOD PRACTICES IDENTIFICATION: A QUALITATIVE OVERVIEW OF THE
RESULTS

Following the process described in the previous chapter, data collected has been aggregated and
analysed to provide an overview about the CAPS community. CAPS projects total 188 organisations
from 25 countries not only from the EU but also from external countries (Figure 3).
35
30
25
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15
10
5
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Belgium
Croatia
Czech republic
Denmark
Estonia
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Israel
Italy
Kenya
Kosovo
Netherlands
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Slovakia
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Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
Uk

0

Figure 3 Countries of origin of organisations participating in the CAPS projects running at the time of the
analysis

At the European level, United Kingdom, Italy and Spain are the most represented countries in the
CAPS community. Looking at the countries in relation to the last EU enlargement, Croatia is
represented in two projects. Outside the European Union, 8 partners from Switzerland are
represented in the projects. There are also partners coming from Kenya, Kosovo, Turkey and Israel.
Looking at the consortium composition, the lower number of partners in a consortium is 3, while the
largest partnership is made by 14 organisations with an average participation of 8.5 partners for
project.
In relation to the potential users of the CAPS outputs, it is possible to state that generally the outputs
are addressing different categories of final users at the same time and not one specific category. At
the current stage of data collection, the majority of tools are addressed to citizens; the second most
recurring targets are public administrators and decision makers and researchers, universities and
research centres on the other hand (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4 CAPS’ users’ categories

As shown in Figure 5, most of the consortia have been built by the projects’ coordinators using their
pre-existing collaboration networks. In other cases, the core project idea has been developed by a
nucleus of few organisations already familiar with each other and then enlarged by contacting new
partners (Figure 5).
Most of the consortium is coming
from a pre-existing project

0 1
5

4

The project coordinator owned
most of the contacts used for
building the consortium
2-3 partners were already
collaborating and called new ones
One partner got the idea and
created the consortium from
totally new links

12

Figure 5 How CAPS consortia were built

At least 10 projects show new organisations to the Horizon 2020 funds for a total number of
approximately 17 organisations1.
CAPS projects are developing more than 70 pilots in different European cities and engaging local
communities. Some projects developed more pilots than the ones planned at the proposal stage as
more cities or communities asked to get involved. The fact that public administrations or local
communities asked to participate without receiving any financial support from the projects is a very
positive sign of the capability of those projects to answer to real social, economic and environmental
1

The figure is an approximation and partial (under-estimating the phenomenon) because it was not possible to gather this
information for all the projects.
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needs.
At the time of writing, the CAPS projects released 18 technological outputs, which are now
described in a dedicated section on the CAPSSI portal (http://capssi.eu/caps-tool/) and in deliverable
D3.2. The outputs are diversified in nature and range from a platform for collaborative welfare
provision to an online space supporting change-makers interested in working towards the UN
millennium sustainability goals; from a toolkit for creating local community networks, to a tool for
making more transparent international value chains. At least 4 tools tackle different kinds of
pollution issues engaging citizens and providing sensors for gathering and using environmentalrelated data. The Technological Readiness Level (TRL) information below reflect the technological
outputs available and still under development but not yet included in the CAPSSI portal and in
D3.2). Over almost half of the outputs are still in the feasibility research phase (TRL4), others are in
the phase of technological development or demonstration (from TRL5 to 7). Only 2 are closer to the
final output release as it has been proven to work in its final form and under expected conditions.
2

TRL 8

4

TRL 7
2

TRL 6

3

TRL 5

6

TRL 4
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Figure 6 TRL of CAPS outputs (partial data)

The analysis also investigated the expected impacts of the CAPS projects however, at this time, it is
too early to describe the effective impacts, but thanks to interviews and research we can map the
areas where an impact can be expected. Using the IA4SI Impact Assessment Framework (see Passani
and other, 2014 [3]) four areas of impact have been considered: social, economic, political and
environmental. The figure that follows (Figure 7) shows how almost all the projects analysed are
entitled to produce social impacts of some kind; political impact is also very relevant for the majority
of them, while there is less emphasis on economic and environmental impacts.
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Social impact
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Figure 7 CAPS project expected impacts – macro areas
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The three Figures 7, 8 and 9 that follow show in more detail how the projects could impact various
sub-dimensions. The area “Environmental impact” (Fig 7) has not been divided in sub-dimensions
because the data gathered so far are not sufficient for supporting this analysis.
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Figure 8 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on social sub-dimensions
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Figure 9 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on economic sub-dimensions
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Figure 10 CAPS projects’ potential impacts on political sub-dimensions

Finally, a dimension that was investigated in the IA4SI analysis and is typically one of the EU
projects’ problematic shortcomings is sustainability after the funding period. As the Figure below
shows (Figure 11), most of the projects that answered to this part of the questionnaire (19)
considered this topic already at the proposal stage or at the very beginning of the project. This is
reassuring and, as it will be discussed in the next section, some good practices about sustainability
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have emerged already.
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Figure 11 When CAPs projects consider the sustainability issue
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4

CAPS GOOD PRACTICES

This section is dedicated to the description of the good practices from the analysis and these results
are preliminary and are based on a first round of data gathering. A second round will be performed at
M22-M23 in order to provide updated results based on the final stages of the projects. Several good
practices have been identified for each of the DSI development stages defined in the methodology.
The good practices are coming from different CAPS projects that are directly mentioned; some
projects are mentioned less than others due to their stage of development (some projects started later
than others) or to the already-mentioned difficulties in gathering the necessary information from all
the projects.

4.1

Prompt and proposal

The proposal stage is one of the most relevant steps in the project life-circle: it is when the partners
invest time and resources for developing a project idea and plan that might or might not be financed.
From the data gathered, projects that spent more time working on the proposal preparation developed
solid projects without major roadblocks later on.
The process of writing and structuring a good proposal is not trivial and several methods and
approaches can be successfully adopted. The different approaches can be summarised as follows:
•
•
•
•

Start working on the proposal well in advance in order to submit excellent contents;
Build on previous successful collaborations exploiting results of previous projects/researches
to build up new project ideas;
Be active in networking opportunities creating brand new partnerships;
Reply to citizens’ needs with concrete and fully custumized solutions.

The CAPTOR project consortium, which provides citizens with open hardware sensors to monitor
ozone pollution, started working on the project idea well in advance before submitting the proposal.
Indeed, the consortium started working on the proposal two years before the submission. During this
period several actions were developed to better understand the kind of activities needed. Above all,
the coordinator started talking with the two associations involved to define the process. The
coordinator started involving Ecologists to have a real perspective on how to tackle the problem of
ozone pollution with citizens and started to collaborate with the Spanish Research Council CSIC for
the technical development of sensors to collect reliable data from low cost hardware.
Stars4All works on the light pollution topic and started working on the proposal in advance, partially
re-using the work done for another call whose proposal was scored positively but was not funded. In
addition, during the proposal stage the consortium started investigating the main issues and the
possible ways to solve them through dedicated interviews with people engaged in light pollution.
Indeed, the idea to build up a crowd-funding platform dedicated to services and products related to
the topic emerged during one of these interviews organised during the proposal writing and became
one of the more innovative aspects of the project.
NextLeap consortium works towards a new Internet that better ensures citizens’ fundamental rights
and emerged from a group of people highly specialised in cybersecurity, digital rights and
cryptography. They belong to different organisations but share the same values and scientific
interests. Some of them where engaged in previous CAPS projects and met thanks to those projects,
while others got in touch at conferences and specialised events. They discussed the project for a full
year before writing the proposal. A crucial aspect of the proposal was to find a project coordinator
with previous experience with H2020 project coordination as this increases the chances of running
the project in a smooth way.
As stated, a good practice is related to the capability to build on previous and positive collaborations.
This is the case of ChainReact, a project dedicated to make more transparent commercial value
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chains. The ChainReact proposal emerged from a previous CAPS project called WikiRate. Four
partners out of six were already engaged in the previous project, and based on WikiRate’s good
project’s results, ChainReact incorporated two new partners to complete the skills and competences
needed to face the new call. In line with this, the work already performed in WikiRate has been
improved in the new proposal in order to reach further results. This shows that the European projects
are not necessarily one-shot initiatives, but they can also be seen as processes in order to reach long
term goals and high-level objectives.
A similar example of pre-existing fruitful collaboration is provided by the POWER project. POWER
is a follow-up of the Blue Sustainable Cities project, this implies that numerous partners were
already in collaboration allowing a high exchange of ideas to set up the proposal. The partners of
POWER were already part of different networks (netwerch20, the EIP water action group and a
previous project called Blue Sustainable Cities). As previous members of the EIP Water Action
Group, they selected four of its eight challenges to face: water scarcity, flood risk, water quality,
variable related to water conservation. POWER became a sort of specialized branch in these four
areas, and built the pilots exactly on these cases. EIP started in May 2013 with the main objective to
initiate and promote collaborative processes for change and innovation in the water sector across the
public and private sector, non-governmental organisations and the general public. Nowadays, the EIP
Water Action Group and netwecrh2O are key supporters and users of POWER.
However, collaboration is not necessarily something that has to be based on past relationships. On
the contrary, collaboration can also be the result of good networking opportunities among
researchers and stakeholders that share similar interests. This was how MAZI consortium started to
work together. The project idea, indeed, arose during the Internet Science Network of Excellence
Summer School (2012) where some partners participated and met each other for the first time.
During that Summer School, the attendees built up a community network and decided to write a
proposal on this topic. Then, in order to build a proper consortium, the initial partners added to the
group two additional partners. Therefore, there was a pre-proposal stage run made by the partners
during the Summer School in 2012. During this stage, numerous problems and challenges were
identified and then incorporated in the proposal writing. This experience really shows that good
networking opportunities (also the ones created by EU projects) can create excellent partnerships.
If some of the proposals are written according to the specific skills and competences of the research
groups, other proposals are created to the specific needs of the European citizens. This is how
PROFIT decided its topic: economic literacy. The project idea emerged as a reply to a concrete need
which arose during the recent financial crises that affected most of the European countries. The
financial crises highlighted a strong interest from European citizens in acquiring better skills and
competences to improve their own financial awareness and to better understand financial issues and
to make consequent choices. In line with this, the consortium started a proposal in order to help
citizens increase their awareness and financial skills using a collaborative platform. To do that, the
consortium is based on different partners from academia as well as partners on the Board of the
Association of Alternatives Banks (FEBEA) to support the process from a user perspective. Once the
consortium was decided, meetings and workshops with FEBEA were organised during the proposal
writing to include users’ perspectives and their needs.
OpenCare, a project working on the innovation of public care services, selected this topic through
several online debates within the Edgeryders community. Some members of the community
organised a session called “Future of care in the hands of hackers”, which took place at Living On
The Edge 5 (Edgeryders’ yearly gathering) in 2014. Many themes that emerged from this meeting
such as quest for autonomy, emphasis on mental health, emphasis on prevention, distrust of medical
and pharmaceutical businesses become important topics for the proposal preparation and then
resurfaced later during the project itself.

Page 18 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

4.2

Prototyping and piloting

A peculiar trait of CAPS projects is the amount of effort required in engaging users and beneficiaries
in the development of their socio-technical outputs. The large majority of the projects use a codesign and/or agile approach for outputs/software development and for these reasons they could be
defined as good practices projects in the ICT sectors even in EU projects still follow a top-down,
technology-driven approach. However, there are some projects that are more innovative in their
prototyping and piloting approach. It is worth mentioning the term “piloting” as the need to do so
emerged in one of the interviews the ChiC team had with external experts for validating the
methodology applied. For some projects, the prototyping phase anticipated the piloting phase (i.e. the
project develops a first version of the socio-technical outputs, presents it to the users and gather the
feedback from them. Then the feedback is integrated in the next version of the output), while for
others the piloting phase, i.e. the relationship with the final users and the gathering of their
expectations and ideas, anticipate the prototyping phase. The latter could be said to follow a more
fundamental co-design approach by which even the core idea of the socio-technical output emerges
from the users. In some projects, this phase has been anticipated in the proposal writing, while others
left the proposal quite vague regarding the outputs to be developed in order to allow more freedom to
the target users.
An example of the first kind of approach (i.e. prototyping prior to piloting) is represented by
PROFIT. The pilots are structured around a precise identification of different typologies of users to
be involved. The strategy is very well documented in the deliverables in which the consortium
explains the process of engagement and why they selected those categories and not others. Thanks to
this work of description and clarification of the process, it is possible to derive the idea that pilots
have been performed integrating different kind of stakeholders with different skills and needs. In
particular, users have been identified based on 12 categories (entrepreneurs, elderly, migrants,
children or parents of young children, indebted customers, investor customers, unemployed, active
citizens, mortgage owners, professionals in financial services, government executives and collective
investors). All the users are then divided into three main groups: average users, moderate users and
experienced users. In the average users group, the general public, children and students are identified
among others. Then, within the moderate users’ insurances, investors and first-time buyers can be
found. Finally, the experienced users are the professionals in financial services. This means that the
final output has been built directly on a wide range of users. Moreover, the consortium takes
deadlines between prototyping and piloting very seriously by integrating into the platform
development all the feedbacks received by the users engaged in the piloting thanks to a strict
timeline that includes the time needed to include additional feedback.
A good example of the second approach is Open4citizens, a project promoting a better usage of
OpenData by citizens and innovators. The project organized events in different European cities
(Milan, Copenhagen, Rotterdam, Barcelona, Karlstad) with a 2-3 days hackathon in which citizens
were invited to co-design Apps using available open data. In each city, the project proposed a
specific topic (for example: transparency during urban renovation processes in Milan or integration
of migrants and refugees in Copenhagen), which was selected though a well-defined pre-hack phase.
In the pre-hack phase, in fact, the project team ran a detailed stakeholders’ analysis, identified the
main actors to be involved in the process, mapped the main issues perceived as relevant in the local
context and evaluated the availability of open data for those issues. The hackathon participants were
free to propose their ideas and were guided by the project staff in developing concepts or mock-ups
of the desired Apps by using different co-design methodologies. So far only one of the outputs of the
hackathons became an active and used App, but the main scope of the projects is in stimulating the
uptake of open data by citizens and inspiring public authorities on their potentials to improve the
quality of life in their cities. The latter aim is pursued through the post-hack phase in which the
project team facilitates the collaboration of those actors with the open data necessary to the
development of the ideas emerged in the hackathons and the interested innovators/citizens.
The Making Sense project, which empowers citizens through open, low cost environmental sensors,
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allows citizens to decide the topic of their activity (i.e. noise pollution, air pollution, etc.), the
approach to follow for the data gathering, and analysis and how to use them. The citizens can take
the output of one pilot and re-use it within their communities in other cities working initially on other
topics.

Figure 12 Making Sense team working with the people of the Sant Antoni neighbourhood (Barcelona) for
measuring air pollution and noise

The Empatia project works on participatory budgeting. A role-play was created helping potential
users to understand in detail what their outputs would enable and how to better customise them to
their specific needs. This was done even before the prototypes are ready in order to pilot the project
outputs. The role-play created, which can also be defined as a serious play, is called EMPAVILLE.
Participants in Empaville are assigned different roles and are requested to simulate a full
participatory budgeting process in a fictitious city: from project ideation to voting, participants can
really understand all the details of this democratic exercise. A series of “voting machines”
(hardware) were created and tested during the EMPAVILLE training events.

Figure 13 EMPATIA project partners teaching how to use the kiosks for voting

EMPAVILLE has been used in at least 6 different international training environments and in several
schools in partner countries. This unplanned product was originated by bottom-up requests and took
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shape in different versions, adapting to the need of the different communities, which requested it. On
the request of the organizers of a Harvard University-based international conference on Participatory
Budgeting, EMPAVILLE was shaped as an independent product and has gone far beyond its original
task and purpose and has proven to be a useful tool not only for piloting activities but also for
educational reasons.

4.3

User engagement

User or user/citizens engagement “refers to the many ways in which more diverse actors can be
brought into the process of developing and then sustaining new solutions to social challenges” [4]
[5]. This is THE challenge for DSI initiatives and CAPS projects as it is not easy to motivate people
to participate in innovative initiatives, or find the right channels to get them on board, plan and carry
out activities in ways they can find sensible and feasible, use the right language, or be able to keep
them motivated in the various phases of a project and so on. At the same time, citizens engagement
is crucial for better understanding local and specific needs, access and on board their ideas which can
be very innovative, increase the legitimacy of a project or of a decision, support behavioural change
that in many case is crucial for tackling the issues investigated such as pollution [4] [5].
CAPS projects have developed different strategies for assuring user/citizens participation to their
activities: in many cases representatives of local communities, already working on the selected
issues, are part of the consortium or have been working before with the project partners. In other
cases the projects find innovative ways of communicating with them, keep them motivated and
interact with them (including but not limited to incentives and gamification practices). Another
important aspect of the engagement is the necessity to assure the participation of marginalised people
or people at risk of social exclusion in order to avoid deepening the gap between those who are
already participating in democratic and social practices and those that are not.
An example of the first strategy is CAPTOR in which out of the 8 partners, 4 are well established
organisations and NGOs working on pollution that are totally devoted to the user engagement in the
field and empowerment activities in their respective countries. Thanks to this, user engagement was
not an issue during the project development. Once engaged, users can perform several activities
organised by the consortium, for instance, helping to collect data on ozone pollution or becoming a
CAPTOR host or participating in discussions about ozone pollution on local CAPTOR sites in
Austria, Italy and Spain. This leads to a good involvement by the people both in directly using the
sensors as well as in improving information and knowledge about pollution.
The same approach is followed by SOCRATIC which builds a platform where citizens and/or
organisations can collaboratively identify specific innovative solutions for achieving the desired UN
Global Sustainability Goals. The project, in fact, can count on the vital network of CiberVoluntarios
(Spain) which is working daily in the field promoting digital literacy and the use of technology for
social good for all. This also involves students from a group of Young Social Innovators from the
“Experts in Team” program of the Norwegian University of Science and Technology in the piloting
activities.
The approach of MAZI is different: they asked the community through their Pilot Studies to directly
involve the citizens (and in particular the members of specific interested local communities) in the
actual design phase taking into account feedback and the needs of local groups. For example, in the
UK pilot, the MAZI network wants to help marginalised communities, while in the Zurich pilot it is
a way to support cooperation about housing. In this last case, the engagement passed through already
existing communities. One of the goals of the project is after an early-stage engagement of local
individuals; a new community already engaged around the MAZI zone will be created without the
necessity of a further work in fostering participation.
Capsella developed several channels for interacting with its users (i.e. farmers and their
organisations) which comprised of a survey, 4 workshops, 6 pilots, different networking events, a
newsletter and most of all hackathons and the acceleration program. The consortium from the
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beginning had to really listen to users’ needs. In particular, they invested a lot of energy in the coproduction process by involving local communities at every stage of the project, and carrying on
grass roots training in the field. The project team had to organize physical meetings in places that
were inconvenient for them but convenient for the users: for example the first workshop organized
took place in a small village in Tuscany, the second in a very small place in the North of Greece
where there was a gathering of farmers working on sustainable agriculture and an organic farmers
associations. So, Capsella is a good example of a project that adapts its working routines to users’
needs and expectations.
PROFIT has defined a structured engagement strategy which is based on four different incentive
mechanisms provided by the platform itself: (a) reputation systems, (b) gamification, (c) social
incentive mechanisms, and (d) financial and career rewards. In addition, the engagement has been
managed directly by FEBEA (European Federation of Ethical and Alternative Banks) allowing a
proper range of users using the platform. Since the proposal writing, customers of FEBEA have been
involved in the deployment of the initial set of PROFIT services and applications and has been in
charge of a first pilot engaging users in testing functionalities, accessing the platform and the
contents by providing some rates to certain features in order to influence further deployments.
Furthermore, FEBEA’s knowledge of the sector has been crucial in the identification of an incentive
mechanism scheme designed to sustain user engagement in order to reach short, medium and longterms goals. The strategy has been defined in order to provide sufficient intrinsic motivational factors
and also tangible rewards.
Stars4all uses incentives as well as tangible rewards, games and competition for keeping their users
active. The project has organised two competitions in which one hundred users have participated in
each game. This kind of initiative strongly encourages people to interact with the project’s
initiatives. In addition to the engagement performed through the website, meetings and workshops in
the schools, a seminar at the Dagstuhl Citizens Science Seminar and other face-to-face event are
organised around Europe to promote engagement. This approach allows the project to have a wide
participation both on the platform and in events creating a solid bridge among online and offline
communities.
Similarly, ASSET is a project dedicated to a new approach for critical consumerism i.e., user
engagement being a crucial aspect in creating collective awareness related to consumerism. To
mobilise users along all the value chain, a strategy is used based on the engagement of multiple
stakeholders: citizens, decision makers and retailers. The strategy is created to involve both
consumers with a good level of awareness on informed consumption and those who do not share the
same level of information. In particular, different typologies of incentives, such as discounts and
vouchers have been created in order to provide immediate benefits for citizens who are not familiar
with the topic enabling them to perceive the positive effects provided by ASSET services thereby,
fostering their engagement into the project.
Looking at the off-line sphere, SavingFood uses a unique means of engagement: the project
promotes initiatives like the Disco Soup or the Demonstration Kitchen, events where food that would
be wasted is cooked and used for social meals. These kinds of events and forms of engagement
engage local partners that already have relationships with the local communities. Besides being a
successful instrument of user engagement, the Disco Soup proved to be a very interesting form of
knowledge sharing and is an important activity for promoting behavioral change. SavingFood
conducted different initiatives, for example in Brussels and London. Quoting from their website
regarding their London event, “100’s of kilos of food that would have otherwise been wasted have
been served to nearly 500 people throughout the day. The audience learned and participated in
several food waste saving activities, including talks and videos on the Saving Food Platform.
SavingFood also engages those at risk of social exclusion or under-represented social groups. The
project looks at one fundamental right: the right to food involves different actors, from the citizens to
the shops and also (especially) those charities involved in the food redistribution and in food issues
more generally. This union of very different actors (farmers, charities, “common citizens”) brought
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together can become possible actors of a radical change. This implies a great attention to fairness and
human rights, and organization of the process. For a complete understanding of the project, please
refer to the following video link: https://savingfood.eu/videos/.ing.

Figure 14 SavingFood cooking for farmers for promoting gleaning activities and their platform

The OpenCare project developed a model based on different activities to support creative processes
in order to foster community service design. This approach is based on Deep Games and it is
performed using the Lego Series Play, a certified methodology for facilitation. Such approach has
been also performed in public events organised by the project. For example, in 2016 OpenCare, the
City of Milan and Edgeryders convened groups in several venues in Europe in order to present the
project and its added value to diverse communities of individuals, and engage them to join the online
conversation sharing space and aggregating working groups. According to the approach, events have
been designed with an interactive component and considerable time allocated for socializing
individuals into community dynamics.
Considering the need to adapt to the language and sensitivity of the target groups, PieNews which
aim is to innovate welfare provisions by empowering and fostering collaboration among citizens is
another good example. The original title of the project PieNews was changed to CommonFare as the
former name did not reflect the view of the citizens addressed by the initiative for the following
reasons. First, the word PIE appeared in a website linked to pedophilia practices and the PieNews
title, project and information material made reference to the concept of “new poor”. It emerged in the
first phase of the project that young unemployed, underemployed or flexible workers, freelancers,
etc., did not perceive themselves as “poor”. For this reason, the project is now publicly advertised
and presented as CommonFare which better reflects the goals of the project. With reference to the
way in which the project assures the participation of this very specific and difficult to reach target,
they build on the work carried out by different organisations at local levels. They have as partners
Museu da Crise working in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague, in the Netherlands; Basic
Income Network Italy working in Milan and Rome; and the Centre for Peace Studies based in
Zagreb, Croatia. Of note, Museu da Crise is an international ongoing social art project initiated in
2011 and this represents another innovation promoted by the project since it is very difficult to find
actors coming from the art domain within the ICT-European projects (excluding specialised calls on
the relationship between art and ICT) and in CAPS. Beside the project partners, CommonFare can
also count on the collaboration of approximately 30 bottom-up organisations working on the topic.
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SavingFood, already mentioned in this paragraph, is another project working on the need to engage
those at risk of social exclusion or under-represented social groups. The project looks at one
fundamental right: the right to healthy food. It involves different actors: from the citizens to the
shops and also (especially) those charities involved in the food redistribution and in the food issues
more generally. This combination of very different actors (farmers, charities, “common citizens”),
that couldn’t have an impact as single players but all together and coordinated can become possible
actors of a radical change, implies a great attention to fairness and human rights, and also an
important effort in terms of organization of the process. It is easier in this case to consult the very
well-done videos available on the website, in order to understand the functioning of the project idea
and its humanitarian impact. Those videos are available at the following link:
https://savingfood.eu/videos/.ing.
In a different way, PROFIT is working on social inclusion, even if from a specific perspective that is
that from the perspective of economic literacy. Indeed, through the use of the PROFIT platform, the
project wants to improve people skills on financial literacy integrating also people with low skills on
the economy and finance such as the eElderly, /retirees, /pre-retirees, migrants and unemployed.
Similarly, ChainReact aims at identifying irresponsible corporate activities. Indeed, among other
outputs, the project is developing a reporting App called the Whistle, supporting human rights
through the reporting of violations from corporations. The App intends to foster the fairness of the
system providing the opportunity to speak to workers and therefore enabling a more transparent
system. The final objective is to push corporations to adopt fair work practices of work.
Finally, there are several projects working to provide citizens more freedom in accessing and using
connected technologies. Beside the already-mentioned NextLeap, it is worth mention the DECODE
project which addresses the topic of digital sovereignty. Empowering citizens, in this context, means
supporting them in getting back control of their personal data. In response, DECODE is creating
tools which allows users to share their data in an anonymized basis and in this way form a collective
data commons which can be used for public benefit.
The very concept of user engagement has been studied by Making Sense, which developed a toolkit
for citizens engagement and is worth mentioning as a good practice and is a point of reference for
future DIS project. The design of the Making Sense Framework occurred over three stages, the first
and second consisted of a 7-step framework proposed at the start of the project, the third stage has
been developed during the project lifetime and defined according to the project activities. The final
Making Sense approach is based on the following steps: phase, scoping, community building,
planning, sensing, awareness, action, reflection, and legacy. Among several strategies identified as
crucial for a good process result, the Onboarding strategy is one of the most promising. Onboarding
is defined by the project as a “progressive disclosure” to allow participants to join the project in an
easy and friendly way. In order for the users to be engaged with Making Sense, the project has
developed the Onboarding Toolkit to allow them to be in touch with the project accessing all needed
information for the orchestration of participatory sensing campaigns.

4.4

Sustainability

Project sustainability is one of the most important topics when discussing European projects due to
the capability of the project to survive and possibly grow after the end of the founding period. It is
fair to say that sustainability can be hard to define at the beginning of the project. However, it is also
possible to notice that the good practices, which have emerged in the analysis, are related to projects
that worked on this issue well in advance defining a strategy at the start of the proposal writing or
during the very first phase of project development.
Projects which have a better chance to successfully continue their work after the end of the related
projects followed one of the following paths:
a) One or more organisations in the consortium interested in further developing the project outputs
after the end of the project or to use them systematically;
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b) One or more organisations in the consortium able to guarantee the maintenance of the outputs
without the need of extra funds;
c) Build a community of users and/or Open Source Software developers sufficiently big,
competent and cohesive to carry on the project autonomously for free (or almost for free) after
the end of the project;
d) Attract during the project life-time, interest from new users and/or up-takers interested in buying
or paying for a customisation or further development of the project output.
Considering the latter approach, CAPTOR has structured the sustainability plan already during the
proposal stage, even if this has been then redefined and improved during the first and second half of
the project according to project developments. The strategy foreseen is twofold and is based both on
the scaling up of the initiatives as well as on the commercial exploitation of the outputs. It is
important to report the relevancy of the replication of the project. CAPTOR, indeed, is currently
discussing with other institutions, inside and outside Europe, the opportunity to replicate the
CAPTOR experience using sensors developed by the project but with other funding.
HackAIR developed its exploitation business plan at the very beginning of the project; then, the
partners decided to redefine it during the latter part of the project lifecycle. In particular, the focus is
on disseminating and exploiting the results of the project and on building interest in the use of the
HackAIR platform. As reported in the interview with the project coordinator, they have different
ways to look at their sustainability: first, Draxis (the project leader, which is a for profit entity) could
use single outputs and also sell the information, for example, to weather forecast services. In this
sense the project is following the first path. NGOs could also use the data, by paying for additional
services for a fee (a business model know as freemium: basic service are available for free to all and
then interested users can have more advanced services by paying a fee) following the last path. More
generally and in a “cultural” perspective, HackAIR also wants to enable communities of citizens to
easily engage their members in generating and publishing information relevant to outdoor air
pollution, so investing in the power of citizens, and on the relevance of online social networks,
mobile and open hardware technologies. This would move more in the direction of the third path but
it is too early to say if this will succeed at this time.
Stars4All structured and developed the sustainability strategy since the very beginning of the
proposal writing identifying three different strategies that are all working or under construction. The
first one is related to the creation of the Stars4All Foundation. At the current stage, the Foundation
has been already created and it received the protection of the Ministry of Education of Spain. Then,
Stars4All aimed at creating a market place where anybody who is working on light pollution will
have a place to sell their products or services. Part of the budget will go the individual who sells the
item and a small amount will be used to finance the Foundation. Finally, a crowd-funding platform
dedicated to light pollution initiatives will be created soon. All the strategies will be kept alive at the
end of the Stars4All project as they will be, from a financial point of view, self-sustainable. All these
solutions are a result of the willingness to keep together a community of interested persons that
already work, through different organisation, on the light pollution issues and need a “place” to call
home. In so doing the project is further developing a community that could become a solution in
terms of sustainability itself.
Crowd4roads encouraging more sustainable car and road usage is a good example of the second
path: i.e. having in the consortium one or more organisations able to guarantee the maintenance of
the outputs without the need for extra funds. In fact the project coordinator is the University of
Urbino, which developed internally, without specific funds a first version of SmartRoadSense, an
App monitoring road quality by exploiting the accelerometers in everyday devices such as
smartphones. The University is able and willing to maintain and further develop if needed the App
after the end of the project in the Marche Region. They would also find other project partners who
would be a good ally making available for organisations of the region, large and effective servers for
free reducing this cost to zero and assuring the sustainability of the technological outputs. Moreover,
the public bodies that are in the consortium, such as Marche Region and Abruzzo Region are also
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users of the project outputs so they have interest in maintaining and running the outputs in the future
and are attracting more public bodies interested in find a more effective way to address road quality,
road maintenance and pollution.
Make-IT, Making Sense and OpenCare follow the first sustainability path of having in the
consortium organisations interested in further developing the project outputs after the end of the
project and using them systematically. In the case of Make-It which is developing solutions for the
Makers movement, the presence of the Institute for Advanced Architecture of Catalonia (IAAC) |
Fab Lab Barcelona assures that the project outputs are really useful for the Makers (5 Maker Groups
are also part of the consortium accessing very diversified communities) and they will spread them
over their international network and use them on a regular base. Similarly, the presence of the same
organisation (Institute for Advanced Architecture of Catalonia (IAAC) | Fab Lab Barcelona) in
MakingSense guarantees that the sensors developed by the project will be supported by the
SmartCitizens platform which was created by this organisation and was up and running well before
the project and will be also in the future but with more advanced sensors and a larger community of
users. Moreover, all the local communities involved in the project were very active in the citizen’s
science field before the project started and have the competences to use the sensors developed for
other projects. OpenCare involves the Edgeryders community by using on a regular base within the
project activities the edgeryders.eu platform, which pre-existed the Opencare project and will exist
also after the end of the project assuring that the good results of the project will be exploited by the
community itself in the long run.
Beside the financial sustainability, there is the community sustainability, i.e. how to keep the
community of users engaged in the projects. Local communities spend a considerable effort, time
and collaboration (for example in the co-design phase) and then are left aside when the project
finishes without any further occasion to meet, exchange knowledge, empower their network, etc. In
this sense, SOCRATIC sponsored the EmpoderaLive 2017 event giving continuity to this important
and well-recognised conference.
EmpoderaLIVE is an international event which become year after year a point of reference about
social innovation. This year Jack Dorsey (co-founder of Twitter), David Kobia (co-founder of
Ushahidi) and Bas Van Abel founder of FairPhone participated. The 2017 edition took place in the
Echegaray Theatre in Malaga, Spain. The two days event saw the participation of approximately 250
people in the venue, but the online streaming was followed (at least for some time) by 574 people or
more.

Figure 15 A group picture of the EmpoderaLive 2017 event

As stated by the organizers Fundación Cibervoluntarios “EmpoderaLIVE gives the opportunity to
get to know the people who are building the future right now, and places faces with the names of
those scientists, activists, innovators, curious people at the forefront of innovation with a social
impact that contributes to improving the world. EmpoderaLIVE aims to promote, inspire and adapt
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the social use of new technologies in favour of social innovation and citizen empowerment through
the vision and projects of experts and organizations worldwide.” (See the event report available here:
http://empodera.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Report-2017-ENG-20-9-2017.pdf).
Another way to look for community sustainability (an in some case sustainability tout court), is
linking the projects to policy-making and influencers. This is the case of ChainReact, which
established very good contacts with political institutions such as the United Nation Global Compacts,
the Government of Colombia, the Walk Free Foundation, the University Foundation, etc. These
relationships allow the project to reach high political spheres increasing the relevancy of its activities
and improving its potential impact. NextLeap is doing the same in another context by actively
interacting with standardisation bodies such as the UN and the OECD for promoting digital rights. If
those organisations will adopt the solutions and recommendations produced by the project than it
will be more than sustainable as it will become a sort of standard for the next generation Internet.
This project also found an innovative and promising approach to sustainability: it develops a new
Collective Awareness Platform with different modules (for example a module for privacy-preserving
end-to-end encryption to decentralized messaging) for already-existing platforms and related
communities. So the work they are doing in terms of software development answers to the needs of
already-existing communities that will keep using it after the end of the project and will have the
competences to maintain it. Moreover, the project is investing an important effort in presenting the
project’s results to the Open Source communities with the aim of attracting other developers
interested in further developing the project outputs for their own projects.
Beside the sustainability of the project outputs, there are projects such as Capsella and OpenMaker
that are working on the future of DSI more generally and that are providing instruments for digital
social innovators to experiment and develop new solutions for the social and environmental good.
One of the most relevant aspects of Capsella is its acceleration program, taught to support and
promote a totally different and alternative idea of agricultural production. The Acceleration program
works as follows: after a first call in which the participants can submit a first idea, they are invited to
a warm-up event, in which they can meet other participants and begin to share ideas and common
interests and build a real working network. This is the occasion to begin the proposals for the
Innovation Contest: in fact the participants compete in teams with complementary skills and
backgrounds. Afterwards they can join a three-month Bootcamp where they are trained in: a) how to
foster entrepreneurship (idea generation, management, marketing, etc.), b) agriculture and related
sustainability threats and c) how to use the CAPSELLA platform. After the Bootcamp, some of them
are selected to participate in the final incubation phase consisting of another three months during
which they can benefit from an office space, technical and legal assistance, further business training,
industry mentoring, services, and fundraising aid.
Similarly, OpenMaker based its sustainability strategy on open calls for pilots. OpenMaker already
launched a Piloting Support Scheme in the form of an Open Call which will make €400,000
available to fund 20 different projects. The selected 20 projects will have 8 months to complete the
project and only those that complete the project will receive the entire amount of the financing. This
is a good example of sustainability strategy as the consortium hopes these 20 projects could continue
their activities after the end of the project and also that they can generate new job positions and
inspire other similar projects in the future. Moreover, this initiative is also a form of user engagement
where the participants directly propose their ideas on the OpenMaker Platform, enabling them to
experience the platform itself and facilitating their engagement and creating enthusiasm among
future users.

4.5

Scaling up and diffusion

Another important dimension relates to the project’s sustainability: the project’s capability to grow.
There are different ways of doing so, one is growth in scale, another is its diffusion through
duplication in other contexts such as having a central organisation and other units elsewhere under
the control of the central unit or promote the uptake of the project in other locations without having
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control over them, etc. Currently, some projects have shown more chances to scale up and are
described in the following paragraphs.
Comrades has a clear international dimension outside Europe since it is involved in countries like
China and Nepal. It is based on Ushahidi, a well-known platform for crises management, which (in
the partners’ vision) could be progressively replaced by the Comrades’ platform. Ushaidi is a social
enterprise based in Nairobi and is self-sustaining since 2008. The improvement generated by the
Comrades project will improve the service offered by Ushaidid and make it even more appealing for
communities worldwide. The two countries seen as promising for future take-up are Nepal and
China. Indeed, the project conducted workshops in Nepal and China, where they have engaged with
numerous organisations and initiatives, many of which can be regarded as social innovators. This
includes Standby Task Force, International Humanitarian Partnership, United Nations, EU External
Action, Chinese Institute of Disaster Prevention, Open Street Map, and Kathmandu Living Labs. In
Nepal they also collaborated with the Nepalese Police, Army, Government and the Institute of Crisis
Management Studies. Also the Prime Minister of Nepal participated in one of the workshops, and the
Nepalese government is using the lessons learnt from the workshops to form the new policy for
disaster management. The main pilot was conducted in Nepal and the other workshop was organised
at the Chinese Institute of Disaster Prevention and was organised to gather further requirements, and
to acquire feedback on the Comrades prototypes and platform.
SavingFood has a high potential to spread its knowledge and services. Indeed, the project has
already implemented some webinars with existing organisations that currently fight food waste either
online or offline and are interested in knowing more about SavingFood. Some of them have already
expressed their interest in replacing their current operational models with the one introduced through
this project. SavingFood develops the replication plan. There are several stakeholders’ groups that
are currently consulted and follow the results of the project. The consortium hopes to provide in the
last three months of the project’s time period, a plan so that they can manage the platform by
themselves resulting in more than 4 pilots in more than 4 countries and at least 8 total case studies in
8 different countries.
Finally, it is worth mentioning the NetCommon project, which is a research project working on
community networks (CNs). This project has a dedicated activity for investigating the sustainability
of CNs, identifying their political and ethical values, the incentives to make them grow and the tools
that they can use to monitor that the ethical values are kept intact with the growth of the network.
This research could be of interest also for other communities outside the CNs’ domain.

4.6

Systemic change and behavioural change

The capability of a project to produce a systemic change thanks to its actions and solutions is
definitely important even if it is difficult to identify especially within a short period of time. For this
reson it is not possible, at the time of writing, to identify good practices in this field. The next
version of the deliverable will further evaluate those signals that now appear as promising but that
need more time to show their efficacy.
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4.7

Research and Interdisciplinarity

According to the analysis, CAPS projects are interdisciplinary and value collaboration from different
fields of research as well have the need to disseminate information widely even outside the borders
of the respective disciplines. CAPS as a programme is representing a good practice that deserves to
be taken in consideration as a positive example by other ICT-related programmes. More specifically,
CAPS projects are not only interdisciplinary considering the scientific partners coming from
different disciplines (as this was also requested explicitly by the call), but they also bridge research
and civic society by having in the consortia associations, NGOs, grassroots organisation, activists,
etc. The following projects deserve to be mentioned as particularly effective in fostering
collaboration among different disciplines and actors.
MAZI consortium is diverse internally and can count on the collaboration among different partners
from different fields. As reported in the interview we conducted with the coordinator, the first
challenge in interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary collaborations has been to create a common
vocabulary that became the basis for comparisons between the pilots and the outcomes of the project
and resulted in preliminary step which gave birth to the MAZI toolkit. For improving this result and
achieving a final common language, key concepts such as participation, community, governance, but
also DIY networking itself were negotiated during the period between the application of the toolkit
in the different pilot studies and the evolution of the toolkit itself.
PieNews was already mentioned for its presence in the consortium of an art project; Making-It,
Making Sense, OpenCare and OpenMaker include representatives of the Makers and
NetCommons and include the main community network organisations. NextLeap can count on an
effective collaboration between philosophers and ICT developers and experts, while MakingSense is
bringing on board the citizens-science aspect of social innovation.
As mentioned, CAPS projects are also very keen in disseminating their results outside the EU project
domain and the scientific community as seen in the good practice promoted by Stars4All. The
project uses the website and social networks (e.g. Facebook and Twitter), together with a high
presence to scientific and non-scientific conferences and public events, to reach a high number of
visits, likes and followers. In order to have a proper dissemination strategy it is a good practice to
engage a journalist dedicated to the establishment of a link between science and the society. In
addition, also the engagement of a social media influencer focused on the online media helps to
communicate the project’s results to the citizens. Secondly, the project uses the broadcasting of
astronomical events as an important dissemination strategy.

Figure 16 Stars4 All broadcasting astronomic events
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This allows the project to reach hundreds of thousand viewers participating in the online streaming
events and generates also a high number of visits to the website. The uniqueness of the approach
fostered by Stars4All is that the project website is not made to represent the project itself (containing,
for example, the traditional division of WPs and Tasks) but to foster the issue of light pollution
creating a community around the topic.
Finally, it is worth mentioning the PieNews project, which recently launched the CommonFare Book
Series, an explicitly interdisciplinary editorial endeavor. Originally requested by the communities
engaged in the project as a way to give them “something back” from the research activities in which
they were involved as “informants”, the Book is meant to be a “space” for better discussing and
exploring alternative and more equitable forms of welfare provision in contemporary Europe and it is
open to contributions from different authors, disciplines and perspectives.
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5

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION ON GOOD PRACTICES AND THE RESEARCH
NEXT STEPS

The CAPS ecosystem shows specific characteristics that make the programme interesting and
potentially inspiring for other research and development frameworks. This includes, the high level of
interdisciplinarity, the capability to engage citizens and local communities, the experience acquired
in using participative approaches to technology design, prototyping and piloting and a coherent
vision in using technology for reaching social impacts.
Clearly, all the projects analysed are at the beginning of the journey that can transform their outputs
into viable and sustainable services available for all on a large scale; nevertheless an effort in making
their outputs sustainable will be done in the coming months. In this sense, the ChiC project will also
play a role supporting the projects in presenting their results to potential investors and up-takers,
through dedicated Acceleration booths.
A new wave of data collection, which will include more interviews as needed will be performed and
a new version of this document will be realised in May 2018. The questionnaire (Annex One) will be
revised and simplified in order to reduce the burden for the project coordinators and will be pre-filled
with updated information retrieved from the various projects’ website and other public sources and
then the project coordinators will be asked to validate and integrate them.
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ANNEX 1 – CHIC QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GOOD PROACTICES IDENTIFICATION
AND ANALYSIS AND FOR CAPS OUTPUTS MAPPING
Dear project coordinator,
Thank you in advance for the attention dedicated to this survey! Through this questionnaire, the
ChiC project is gathering information about CAPS projects activities, results, and most importantly
processes in order to map and distil good practices. The final aim is to: a) elaborate a document able
to support current and future initiatives in the field of Digital Social Innovation by learning from
CAPS successful experiences; b) create a catalogue of CAPS socio-technical outputs; c) disseminate
them in order to support further recognition and uptake of projects’ results.
Please note that your answers will remain confidential and will not be released in any form (printed,
electronic, verbal, etc.) without your approval. Personal data will be used only for internal purposes
and will never being made public.
The survey takes into consideration the different phases of social innovation processes: some of
which will take place during your project life-time, while others will happen after the end of the
funding period. For the latter, we ask for your expectations and plans. The questionnaire follows the
phases/processes considered, which are the following:
A. Prompt and proposal
B. Prototyping and piloting
C. User engagement
D. Sustainability
E. Scaling up and diffusion
F. Systemic change2
Beside these phases/processes, the questionnaire will also investigate the following aspects of CAPS
projects: efficiency, effectiveness, fairness, research and interdisciplinarity.
You will receive an updated version of this questionnaire between December 2017 and February
2018, so if you are not able to answer to some of the questions at the present stage, you will have the
opportunity to do so in the next round of the survey.
If you have comments or questions on this questionnaire or about the overall activity, please contact
Dr. Antonella Passani a.passani@t-6.it.
Regard,
The ChiC consortium

2

See Murray, R., Caulier-Grice, J. and Mulgan, J. (2010), The open book of social innovation, available at
https://youngfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/The-Open-Book-of-Social-Innovationg.pdf

Page 33 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

Project basic information
1. Project short title
2. Project long title
3. Project website
4. Project start date
5. Project end date
6. Name and surname of the respondent
7. Role in the project
8. Project budget
9. Project EU funds

A - Prompt and proposal
The questions that follow investigate how the project idea emerged and developed in the proposal
stage.
10. How did the project idea emerge?
11. What is the main problem/challenge/topic addressed by your project?
12. How was the above-mentioned problem/challenge/topic chosen?
13. At the proposal stage, what activities did you perform in order to better understand the
problem/challenge/topic tackled by the project?
14. What are the project objectives?
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Considering now the project consortium:
15. Please fill in the following table
a) Name of the
organisation

b) Country of
belonging

c) Typology of
organisations involved in
the consortium (SMEs,
Large enterprise
Research and education,
Other. If you select
“other” please specify)

d) Is the organisation
new to EC funded
projects?

e) Is the
organisation new
to CAPS projects?

16. Did you work with one or more of these partners in previous project?
Yes

☐ No ☐

17. Are you aware of previous collaborations among the actual partners?
Yes

☐ No ☐

18. How was the consortium built?
The next questions investigate the division of work among partners and the project working routines
(i.e. how the work is divided among partners, how the main deliverables are developed, how decision
are taken, how the partners communicate internally, etc).
19. Do you think your project innovates EU projects’ working routines? Or (D)SI working
routines?
Yes

☐ No ☐

20. How is the division of work among partners? Who is responsible of the different activities?
Who does what?
21. Please describe the consortium decision-making model and processes, paying particular
attention to those you consider innovative.
a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe the innovation you are
introducing.

Page 35 of 47

D.3.3: CAPS Good Practice Report - First Draft

22. What are the main challenges your project faced or could possible face in the future?
23. What have you done/plan to do in order to overcome them?

B - Prototyping and piloting
The following questions consider two kinds of activities (prototyping and piloting) that most of the
CAPS projects carry out when developing their main outputs. However, not all the projects give the
same definition to the two terms and see the relationship among the two in the same way. We are
interested in mapping the different approaches.
24. Please describe how your project defines prototyping and piloting activities and the relation
among the two, if any.
25. How many prototyping activities have you carried out so far?
a. Please describe them and the process undertaken to carry them out
b. How did you define the prototyping objectives?
c. How many persons/organisations were involved, if any?
d. Please describe the typology of persons/organisations involved in the prototyping
activities
e. What did you ask them to do?
f.

Did you consider gender issues while planning and running prototyping activities?

g. Yes

☐ No ☐

h. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe how and the results
achieved.
i.

What are the main outputs of the prototyping activities?

j.

Did you carry out any evaluation of the prototyping activities?

k. Yes
l.

☐ No ☐

If you answered yes to the previous question, how did you use the evaluation
outputs? What changed thanks to the evaluation of the prototyping activities?

26. How many pilots have you carried out so far?
a. Please describe them and the process undertaken to carry them out
b. How did you define the piloting objectives?
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c. How many persons/organisations were involved, if any?
d. Please describe the typology of persons/organisations involved in the pilots
e. What did you ask them to do?
f.

Did you consider gender issues while planning and running prototyping activities?

g. Yes

☐ No ☐

h. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe how and the results
achieved.
i.

What are the main outputs of the piloting activities?

j.

Did you carry out any evaluation of the prototyping activities?

k. Yes
l.

☐ No ☐

If you answered yes to the previous question, how did you use the evaluation
outputs? What changed thanks to the evaluation of the piloting activities?

C - User engagement
In this section we investigate who are the users of your project’s main outputs, the processes you
followed for engaging them and for keeping them engaged during the project lifetime.
27. Considering only your project main outputs (the collective awareness platform, for
example), please select from the list that follows the typologies of users engaged. (Please
select as many typologies as needed)














Social innovation organisations and networks
Social movements and activists
Universities and research canters
Researchers
Large companies
SMEs
NGOs, associations and charities
Software developers
CAPS projects
Decision makers
Public administrations
Citizens (if belonging to specific social groups, please specify………)
Other, please specify……………….

28. Please describe the engagement strategy and related activities performed so far.
29. You understand your users as single actors or as members of communities? In other terms,
your engagement strategy passes by the engagement of pre-existing communities or build –
at least to a certain extent – a new community?
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30. What is the relationship, if any, between the online and offline engagement activities?
31. Some CAPS projects build on pre-existing socio-technical platforms, if this is your case,
please indicate the number of users engaged before the beginning of the project.
32. Please indicate the number of users at the present time
a. How many of them are women?
b. How many are young persons (under 35 years old)?
33. What are the main activities that your users can perform thanks to your outputs? Please
selected one or more options from the following list and provide a short description.









Access information/learning – Description…………………
Sharing ideas/information exchange – Description…………………
Debating – Description…………………
Collaborative consumption – Description…………………
Collaborative production – Description…………………
Product exchanges – Description…………………
Money transaction services – Description…………………
Other, please specify……………….

34. On average, how many hours does a user interact with your project main outputs on a
monthly base? (if the unit of measurement hours/month is not adequate for your project,
please indicate the correct one and answer consequently).
35. For many CAPS projects, keeping the users engaged after the initial phase represents an
important challenge. Do you share this view? If yes, how do you foster long-term
engagement? Do you use any tool for tracking and monitoring users’ activities on your
platform?
36. Do you offer to your users any tool or procedure for fostering data management/privacy
management?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them
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D – Sustainability
In this section we consider the future of your project after the end of the EU funding period. We are
interested in analysing, not only economic sustainability, but also social sustainability (i.e. how the
community you engaged will “evolve” after the end of the project), environmental sustainability and
technological sustainability (i.e. how to maintain the technological outputs of the projects).
37. Do you have a sustainability and exploitation plan?
Yes

☐ No ☐ (go to question n.37)

a. If you answered yes to the previous question please describe it, paying particular
attention to the innovative elements.
38. When did you develop the sustainability and exploitation plan?
 At proposal stage
 At the very beginning of the project
 In the first half of the project
 In the second half of the project
 In the last six months of the project
39. Did the project generate spin-offs?
☐ No ☐

Yes

a. If you answered yes to the previous question please tell us how many, list them
and add a short description for each of them.
40. Did you develop new partners with the aim of supporting project sustainability?
☐ No ☐

Yes

a. If you answered yes to the previous question please tell us how many, list them
and add a short description for each of them.

41. Considering now the technological outputs of your project, please fill in the following table.
Name of
the
output

Short
description
and link to
a dedicated
webpage (if
available)

Technological
Readiness
Level at the
beginning of
the project.3

Technological
Readiness
Level at the
present stage

3

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Technology_readiness_level
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42. Did you engage the Open Source community so far, or do you plan to do so as a mean for
supporting the technological sustainability of your outputs?
☐ No ☐

Yes

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe the process
followed and indicate the number of developers actually following or
contributing to your activities.
a. How can a developer contribute to the project? Please add a link to an eventual
code repository if available.
43. Considering your users at the present stage, where do you think will they be in 3 years’
time? Are they going to keep using your project outputs? Will them use the experience done
during the project for self-organise themselves in other contexts/platforms? Do you think
your project empower them? If yes, how?
44. Do you think your project empower communities at local level (outside the online
environment)?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe how.
45. Do you think that your project provided new competences and skills to your users?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe the skills acquired

46. Considering now the environmental sustainability, please describe the actions undertaken for
fostering environmental sustainability of project outputs and their future usage.

E – Scaling and diffusion
This section investigates if, how and to what extent the innovation produced by your project and
its outputs can “grow” and somehow become mainstream. This can be done in different ways:
by enlarging the user base, by scaling up the organisation promoting the innovation, but also by
inspiring other actors to replicate the innovation in their communities, or by creating
franchising or federation of organisations using the innovation developed.
47. How do you see your project outputs in 5 years’ time?
48. Did you carry out specific activities in order to foster the above-described vision?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them.
49. Do you think your project outputs will generate new job places?
Yes

☐ No ☐
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a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe how many new job
places you expect to generate, by when and how.

One of the factors that could positively influence your diffusion opportunities is represented by
the collaborations and networks you established during the project life-time. Here below some
questions related to this aspect.
50. Please list the CAPS projects you collaborate with and briefly describe how you collaborate.
51. Please list Social Innovation (SI) initiatives/projects/organisations you collaborate with and
briefly describe how you collaborate.
52. Please list initiatives/projects/organisations outside the SI/DSI/CAPS communities you
collaborate with and briefly describe how you collaborate.
53. Did your project promote new collaboration among actors belonging to different domains
such as public administrations, foundations, researchers, social investors and social finance
intermediaries, civil society and the third sector?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe the related
activities carried out and the main outputs.

F – Systemic change
One of the final aims of D(SI) is to promote a systemic change. Clearly this is difficult (or even
impossible) to observe in 2-3 years projects, but we would like to understand your expectations
in this regard.
54. Do you think your project will lead to systemic change?
Yes

☐ No ☐
a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe what systemic
change do you expect to foster and how you are working towards this change.

55. Please describe the main impacts you expect your project to achieve.
56. Do you think your project will have an impact on the following areas?
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Figure x - Areas of impacts.
Source: Bellini, F. Passani, A., Klitsi, M., Vanobberghen, W., (2016), Exploring Impacts of Collective
Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social Innovation, Eurokleis Press, Rome.

57. For each of the impacts selected in the previous question, please describe the expected
impacts, the activities promoted in order to reach it and their success rate.

Monitoring and evaluation
In this section we investigate how and to what extent CAPS projects use and innovate monitoring
and evaluation practices.
58. Does your project foresee any monitoring and evaluation process beside the standard ones?
(i.e. project management periodic checks, internal review of deliverables, and similar)
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them and describe
also the results they delivered, such as, for example, change in the work plan,
change in the engagement strategy, etc.
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b.
59. Does your project implement any other reflexivity practice?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them and describe
also the results they delivered.
60. Please indicate your project success factors, if any. With the term “success factors” we
indicate those characteristics that played or will play a key role in promoting the
achievements of the project expected objectives and, possibly, also of other desirable results.

Research and interdisciplinarity
Some CAPS projects are more research-oriented than other, but most of the CAPS projects will
produce, beside tangible innovations and socio-technical outputs, also scientific results. The next
session is dedicated to this topic.
61. Please select from the tables below the R&D topics covered by your project; the first table is
dedicated to ICT-related topics while the second one is dedicated to social sciences related
topics. Add other topics if necessary.

DATA

OPEN
HARDWARE

Data analysis and
Management

Low-cost Open
Hardware, sensors

Data aggregation

Wireless
technology

Data processing
Data mining
Information
filtering and
validation

Community
Networks

DISTRIBUTED
ARCHITECTURES
Distributed
architecture and
decentralisation
P2P applications
Data collection and
storage (privacy,
security, distributed
architectures)
Net rights

Knowledge graph
Meta data,
annotation

USER
INTERFACE
Graphical User
Interfaces (GUI)
Usability

OTHER
Machine learning
Product rating
technology
Schema and Data
type agnostic
platform
Service level
software
Technical
Descriptions &
guidelines
Cloud computing

Social media &
Sentiment analysis

Gamification

Web semantic

Multilanguage
platform
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COMMUNITIES

PARTICIPATORY
DESIGN

THEORETICAL
ISSUES

EUROPEAN
RESEARCH ISSUES

Concept of community

Participatory design

DIY/maker culture

Interdisciplinary research

Community
sustainability

Product and service
design

Concept of commons

Best practices
development

Engagement methods

User-centric interaction
design

Design research methods
& theory

Human Computer
Interaction (HCI)

Guidelines development

Incentives
Behavioural change

Having impact at policy
level

Behavioural analysis of
users (different kind of
communities and
behaviours)

Having impact at
industrial level

Collaboration behaviours

Impact assessment

Consumption behaviours
Community governance,
scalability
Identification of
problems and challenges
of local communities and
stakeholders
Interactive learning

62. Please select from the list below the disciplines represented in your project4:

Broad classification

Second level classification
1.1. Mathematics
1.2. Computer and information sciences
1.3. Physical sciences

1. Natural sciences

1.4. Chemical sciences
1.5. Earth and related environmental sciences
1.6. Biological sciences
1.7. Other natural sciences
2.1. Civil engineering

2. Engineering and technology

2.2. Electrical engineering, electronic engineering, information
engineering
2.3. Mechanical engineering
2.4. Chemical engineering

4List

of disciplines from Frascati Manual 2015: http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/science-andtechnology/frascati-manual-2015_9789264239012-en#.WCv2YuErI_U#page56
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2.5. Materials engineering
2.6. Medical engineering
2.7. Environmental engineering
2.8. Environmental biotechnology
2.9. Industrial biotechnology
2.10. Nano- technology
2.11. Other engineering and technologies
3.1. Basic medicine
3.2. Clinical medicine
3. Medical and health sciences

3.3. Health sciences
3.4. Medical biotechnology
3.5. Other medical sciences
4.1. Agriculture, forestry and fisheries
4.2. Animal and diary sciences

4. Agricultural and veterinary sciences

4.3. Veterinary sciences
4.4. Agricultural biotechnology
4.5.Other agricultural sciences
5.1. Psychology and cognitive sciences
5.2. Economics and business
5.3. Education
5.4. Sociology

5. Social sciences

5.5. Law
5.6. Political science
5.7. Social and economic geography
5.8. Media and communication
5.9. Other social sciences
6.1. History and archaeology
6.2. Languages and literature

6. Humanities and the arts

6.3. Philosophy, ethics and religion
6.4. Arts (arts, history of arts, performing arts, music)
6.5. Other humanities

63. How important is interdisciplinarity for your project? Please attribute a value from 1 to 6
where 1 is “not relevant at all” and 6 is “crucial”.
1

2

3

4

5

6

a. If you attributed a value equal to 4 or higher, please describe the
activities/processes undertaken for fostering interdisciplinary work and their
main results
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64. How important is for your project the promotion of a better understanding/interaction
between science and society? Please attribute a value from 1 to 6 where 1 is “not relevant at
all” and 6 is “crucial”.
1

2

3

4

5

6

a. If you attributed a value equal to 4 or higher, please describe the
activities/processes undertaken in this filed and their main results.

65. Please fill in the table that follow providing information about your scientific outputs.
Research output

Number

Is it an open
access item?

Disciplines involved in
the its development5

Books
Books’ chapters
Conferences’ proceedings
Conferences’ presentations
Peer reviewed articles with
impact factor6
Peer reviewed articles without
impact factor
Articles published on nonacademic magazines, newspapers
and online magazines/blogs, etc.

Others7

a. About non-academic magazines, newspapers and online magazines/blogs, etc. in
which your project appeared, please add a short description helping us
understanding the typology of media and related audiences.
66. Did you develop or apply any innovative processes in order to foster scientific production
within your project and for improving research processes?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them

5Please
6

list the disciplines involved in the academic products listed in the table, selecting them from the ones below.

Please add the title of the article and of the journal

7

Please add other non-academic project products contributing to knowledge production, indicating in the first column the
typology of product.
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67. Number of patents or patent applications developed so far

68. Many CAPS projects prefer alternatives to patenting for “protecting” their IPR (such as
creative commons licences or OSS licences), if this is the case of your project, please
indicate the amount of IPR released, using which licence.
69. Did you develop or apply an innovative process for disseminating your project outputs,
including – but not limited to – the scientific outputs?
Yes

☐ No ☐

a. If you answered yes to the previous question, please describe them
70. Considering most common dissemination channels/outputs, please fill the following table.
Please feel free to add any other relevant channel/activity
Dissemination channel

N. of persons reached

Audience addressed

Comments

Scientific conferences
and public events
Non-scientific
conferences and public
events
Project website
Facebook
Twitter

Thank you for your time!
Please feel free to add any comments, feedback and suggestions for improving the present
questionnaire by using the space here after; return the questionnaire to a.passani@t-6.it
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